Defining anti-intellectualism
Anti-intellectualism is a pervasive social phenomenon which transcends temporal and spatial boundaries, however authoritative definitions of the term are few and far between. As Richard Hofstadter pointed in his 1962 seminal study of anti-intellectualism in American life, the term "does not yield very readily to definition... I can see little advantage in a logically defensible but historically arbitrary act of definition, which would demand singling out one trait among a complex of traits." 1 It may be easier to begin with a definition of what intellectualism is not -it is not the same as intelligence or intellect. It is not enough to be a 'man of letters' or to possess formal education to be deemed an intellectual. According to Antonio Gramsci, there is a degree of minimum creative intellectual activity in even the most menial physical work, and therefore all men are intellectuals, but not all men in society perform this function in society to its maximum limits. 2 According to Sowell's powerful critique of the intellectual class, "the capacity to grasp and manipulate complex ideas is enough to define intellect but not enough to encompass intelligence, which involves combining intellect with judgment… Intelligence minus judgment equals intellect. Wisdom is the rarest quality of all -the ability to combine intellect, knowledge, experience, and judgment in a way to produce a coherent understanding." Intellectuals are essentially "dealers in ideas" which is why brain surgeons or engineers are not thought of as intellectuals. 3 An anti-intellectual can thus be described either as a person who mistrusts and derides intellectuals, or a person who does not possess the mental facilities to engage in intellectual activities, namely the pursuit of knowledge from reason and the dedication to the 'life of the mind'. Whereas the investigation of anti-intellectualism ought to eschew universal generalizations, there seems to be a common thread, which for Hofstadter entails "a resentment and suspicion of the life of the mind and of those who are considered to represent it; and a disposition constantly to minimize the value of that life." 4 Morton White also points to the ambiguity of the term, but proceeds to make a useful distinction between an 'antiintellectual' who is hostile to intellectuals, and an 'anti-intellectualist' who is critical of rational claims to knowledge. 5 Similarly, Shogan distinguishes between 'anti-intellectualism'
which denotes "the attainment of knowledge through instincts, character, moral sensibilities, and emotions", and a person who displays 'anti-intellectual' qualities, and therefore "disparage the rational complexity associated with intellectual pursuits" -this is often described as anti-elitism (i.e. anti-smugness and anti-pretentiousness) rather than sheer dismissiveness of 'smart people'. 6 This paper follows these terminological distinctions, and focuses on anti-intellectualism as a socio-political phenomenon rather than a philosophical doctrine which is critical of rationalism. In crude terms, it adopts White's definition of the anti-intellectual: this person is usually "an ordinary man, non-intellectual, to whom an egghead is an egg-head, whether scientist, historian or philosopher, rationalist or empiricist, hard-boiled or scrambled. For the anti-intellectual, the important contrast is that between the pursuits of the professor, artist, scholar, and scientist, on the one hand, and those of the business man, plumber, secretary, barber, and politician, on the other." 7 
A cursory survey of anti-intellectualism
Intellectuals have been ridiculed and chastised since ancient times. Aristophanes' The Clouds (423 BC) caricatured 'Socrates the philosopher' as a tedious sophist, the master of the esoteric who indulges in overly-intellectual nonsense such as measuring the distance of a flea's jump. 8 Almost three centuries later, the Roman statesman Cato the Elder demanded the expulsion of three Athenian philosophers who visited Roma to give public lectures on the Platonist, Aristotelian and Stoic schools, for fear of corrupting the youth. 9 The Catholic
Church's censorship of scholarship and learning in the Middle Ages has been well documented, whereas the Russian anarchists of the early twentieth century displayed an 19 Referred to informally as sabra, after the thorny, thickskinned desert plant, the first Israelis not only worked the land but were attached to it and prepared to die to defend it. Audacity, impudence and a can-do attitude subsequently became the watchwords of successive generations, permeating all sectors of society. As Ebel aptly put it, "No longer was the Jew to be flat-footed, myopic pedant, a scholar who spun out his life in mystical abstractions. Rather he was to be a man of action and manual skill, a tiller of the soil, a laborer. Anti-intellectualism -a deeply-ingrained contempt for scholarship and speculation -is therefore something of an Israeli tradition." 20 Accordingly in the first two decades of the state leading public intellectuals readily submitted to the monolithic BenGurionist Statism (mamlachtiuit) and the military elite, the "high priests of this cult of power", according to Sand. 21 Adamsky further traces the roots of anti-intellectualism in the Israeli military to these formative pioneering years, noting that military leaders "cultivated a self-image of 'doers' rather than 'talkers', not of philosophers but of pragmatic and realistic men of action who prefer deeds over words"; the inevitable result being an anti-intellectual and highly pragmatic culture, whereby relatively little attention is paid to theoretical engagement with the theory and philosophy of warfare. Another study of the Israeli military finds serious neglect of the intellectual dimension of the military profession, to the extent that it calls for a process of institutional intellectualism, if necessary one imposed by the political echelon. 22 Unsurprisingly, a similar culture is prevalent among the country's top policymaking echelons, including the most intelligent members of the statecraft elite (many of which are former generals). According to Dror, the key manifestations of this 'antiintellectualism of the very intelligent' include, among others, poor reading habits as a consequence of cultural norms; little reliance on theoretical insights in assessments and decisions; over-reliance on so-called common-sense and naïve conceptions of pragmatism;
and finally, inadequate academic and professional knowledge. In its most simplified form, anti-intellectualism in the Israeli context is a natural by-product of the concept of Bitzuism, or "Do-ism", commonly expressed through the adage "let's stop talking and start doing". 23 Antiintellectualism as a form of populist anti-elitism is also pervasive among large sectors of the political right, where it is often manifested by lack of confidence in the Supreme Court and the old leftist elites. 24 Anti-intellectualism is also cited as a major source of threat to academic freedom in Israeli universities, propelled by a "perceived antipathy toward 'elitism'
in Israeli society -and in the government." 25 
Abba Eban and anti-intellectualism
It is not the remit of this paper to provide a sweeping Hofstadterian cultural survey of anti- This lack of rapport with 'simple people' -seemingly another prime attribute of the intellectual -was indeed one of Eban's most enduring trademarks. He struggled to connect to the sabra mentality and had no appetite for the wheeling and dealing of Israeli politics. Days after his arrival in Israel the press began speculating whether his demeanor will eventually become more Israeli-like and less uptight. It was reported that during his ambassadorial years he was one of the few men in the United States who did not succumb to the informal custom of tapping on one's shoulder; will he try to lend his shoulder for tapping in Israel? Similar concerns were raised in the press regarding Eban's uppity image and his too-eloquent way with words. Most people chiseled their words out of stone; Eban, however, was depicted in one caricature chiseling his words out of marble. The contours were more refined and elongated. 34 There was no innate antagonism towards Eban in the press, but genuine curiosity about his ability to adapt to an environment which was not familiar to him. In a country of immigrants from the four corners of the world, Eban's bombastic and long-winded vernacular, always delivered in a perfectly punctuated Hebrew, was so unintelligible to its listeners that David Ben-Gurion asked him to tone it down a bit. After hearing Eban speaking at a public event the prime minister -a great admirer of the Hebrew language -noted in his Eban was well aware of his own 'alieness' in his party, as he lamented in a 1971 interview:
"There are alien phenomena in the party. There are certainly many differences in background.
There are certainly not many cycles in the party whose ideational and temperamental origins are similar to mine. First of all, unfortunately, the academic public is insufficiently
represented. There is also a lot more representation of Eastern European Jewry than that of Western Europe." 37 On another occasion he observed, "Intellectuals generally don't fare well in politics in Israel", before adding hopefully that perhaps the Israeli public would soon grow tired of old-style politics and wouldn't mind "hearing a problem intelligently analyzed". It was just these kinds of statements that made Eban seem big-headed and condescending in the eyes of his fellow colleagues. 38 In his groundbreaking study of the foreign policy system of Israel, Michael Brecher provided an insightful glimpse into Eban's unique place amongst his countrymen: He was "more formal than his peers in bearing, dress, manner and speech. He is less quick to make decisions, more inclined to delay while the complex forces at work... As a diplomat, with a donnish air, he has a basic mistrust of "the generals" and their bitzuist mentality, with the strong taint of chauvinism, total self-reliance, isolationism and disdain for "the world..." Eban's forte -the speeches at the General Assembly, the presentations before the Security Council, the press conferences and media appearances, the mobilization of public opinion and his diplomatic nuances -seemed rather intangible as tools of policy. Inevitably, many in the political sphere and the media criticized Eban for displaying excessive deferment to world opinion and for harboring a naïve and overly-optimistic outlook of Israel's relations with the world. It is clear that this aspect of policy requires a special set of attributes and a special technique. To represent a cause to the outside world does not necessarily require the same qualities as the task of mobilizing and organizing national resources.
There is a diplomatic temperament which is international. There is a diplomatic code which goes far beyond the trivialities of etiquette. Men who represent their nations outside their frontiers move in a society and atmosphere of their own, develop special instincts and capacities, and are often bound by a common professional solidarity. Insularity, self-sufficiency, seclusion, self-assertion -these are luxuries which a diplomat cannot afford. He cannot afford the casual prejudices, the current phobias, the transient excitements, He must, to that extent, at least, be intellectually ascetic and stand in a detachment which makes him a stranger to his community. 47 Eban's diminished political power as a foreign minister was particularly acute in the This national character lacked humanity and was nothing less than "a defensive attitude which would be suitable for a weak country subjected to perils and threats… A strong nation does not have to shout or to beat drums in nervous agitation in order to make its voice heard.
On the contrary; a confident and balanced national style is perfectly reconcilable with an alert security consciousness and a rational and firm political line." The challenge for Israel, Eban intellectual is not necessarily a pacifier or a consensus-builder, "but someone whose very being is staked in a critical sense, a sense of unwilling to accept easy formulas or ready-made clichés perpetuated by the powers-that-be. These attributes makes the intellectual's life richer, though they don't make him particularly popular." 55 
Conclusion
To a large extent Eban's hostile reception by his compatriots says as much about the intellectual as it does about Israeli anti-intellectualsm. It speaks to the uneasy fit between the intellectual and the political spheres. Common wisdom dictates that in order to make a successful political career, one has to dumb down and appeal to the 'public', the lowest common denominator -a sentiment perfectly captured by Prime Minister Benjamin over the increasing hold of the belligerent religious-nationalistic paradigm in Israeli politics. 58 As if to prove Sheffer's point that intellectuals have little relevance in the political domain, former Knesset member Aryeh Eldad provided the following insight: "Conventional wisdom states that someone could be a professor in the faculty of citrus fruits, but that doesn't mean that he is smarter than me when it comes to Judea and Samaria. The fact that a person is a talented writer, a philosopher or an ethicist doesn't necessarily prepare him to be a politician or to express more pertinent political opinions than the owner of a grocery store in Sderot."
59
In the Israeli case, the securitization of the public domain does not seem to allow for permissive reflectiveness or the framing of the country's dilemmas through anything but an ethnocentric discourse. Neither does it allow for the secular, progressive, anti-dogmatic and pluralistic voices to successfully challenge the dominant nationalistic paranoia which dominates the public domain, therefore making anti-intellectualism certain to remain a pervasive feature of the Israeli national character for the foreseeable future.
